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DETAILED ACTION 
Applicant(s) Response to Official Action 

[1] The response filed on July 30, 2007 has been entered and made of record. 

Response to Arguments/Amendments 

[2] Presented arguments have been fully considered, but are rendered moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection necessitated by amendment(s) initiated by the applicant(s). 

Claim Objections 

[3] Claims 10-14 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
• Claims are depend on cancelled claim 9. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in ' 
this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in 
the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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[4] Claims 1-4, 8 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Roylance 1 . 

Regarding claim 1 , Roylance meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

A componentized application sharing system (i.e. 100) configured for use with a 
shared application host, the system comprising: a plurality of different pluggable 
image processing modules (i.e. 206 and 306), each of said different pluggable image 
processing modules (i.e. 206 and 306) conforming to a corresponding single interface 
(ue. network) expected by the application sharing module (i.e. 108) [figs. 1-3; paras. 0020 
and 0029], each of said different pluggable image processing modules being selectable 
to meet requirements of a shared application hosted in the shared application host 
/para. 003 SJ; and, a communicative coupling (i.e. network) between the application 
sharing module (i.e. 108) and a selected one of said different image processing 
modules (ii 206 and 306) [figs. 1-3; para. 0020]. 

Regarding claim 2, Roylance meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image compression modules [para. 0029]. 

Regarding claim 3, Roylance meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image capturing modules [para. 0021: scanner and 
camera]. 



-3 
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Regarding claim 4, Roylance meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image transmission modules [paras. 0018 and 0021: 
printer and scanner with fax]. 

Regarding claim 8, Roylance meets the claim limitations, as set forth in the discussion for 
claim 1 and further discloses the application sharing host comprising selection logic 
programmed to select an application sharing strategy ranging from high image fidelity to 
high speed image transmission [para. 0029: Any selecting method would fall within this range]. 

Regarding claims 10-12, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claims 1-4. 

[5] Claims 1, 2, 7, 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated De Queiroz " 

Regarding claim 1, De Queiroz meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

A componentized application sharing system [fig. 2] configured for use with a shared 
application host, the system comprising: a plurality of different pluggable image 
processing modules (i.e. M1-M4), each of said different pluggable image processing 
modules (i.e. M1-M4) conforming to a corresponding single interface (i.e. 122) 
expected by the application sharing module [fig. 2; para. 0043] y each of said different 
pluggable image processing modules being selectable to meet requirements of a 
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shared application hosted (Le. 104) in the shared application host [para. 0043]; and, a 
communicative coupling (Le. system bus) between the application sharing module and a 
selected one of said different image processing modules [fig, 1 and 2]. 

Regarding claim 2, De Queiroz meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image compression modules (Le. M1-M4) [fig. 2; para. 
0042]. 

Regarding claim 7, De Queiroz meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The system of claim 2, wherein said different image compression modules (Le. M1- 
M4) comprise image compression logic (Le. 104) programmed to produce one of a 
smallest possible image size to provide a highest possible rate of transmission for a 
compressed image (Le. M4) y a lowest level of image resolution loss to provide a 
highest level of image fidelity for a compressed image (Le. M1), and a moderate image 
size (Le. M2 orM3) to provide an intermediate rate of transmission and an 
intermediate level of image fidelity for a compressed image [paras. 0042 and 0043]. 

Regarding claims 8 and 10, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion 
for claims 1, 2 and 7. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

[6] Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over De Queiroz 
in view of Shen et al* ("Shen"). 

Regarding claim 6, De Queiroz meets the claim limitations as disclosed in claim 1. 
De Queiroz does not explicitly disclose the following claim limitations: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image region selection modules configured to process 
selected image sub-partitions of shared application imagery, each of said different 
pluggable image region selection modules selecting and ordering processing of said 
selected image sub-partitions differently. 
However, in the same field of endeavor Shen discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 
follows: 

A plurality of different pluggable image region selection (ue. 6, 7 and 8) modules 
configured to process selected image sub-partitions (i.e. sub-bands) of shared 
application imagery, each of said different pluggable image region selection modules 
(i.e. 6 y 7 and 8) selecting and ordering processing (i.e. scan path) of said selected image 
sub-partitions differently (i.e. horizontal, vertical or%ig-%ag) [figs. 5 and 7]. 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of De Queiroz with Shen to use different scanning directions based on 
sub-bands, the motivation being to use less bits [col 2, 11. 29 AO]. 

Regarding claim 14, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claim 6. 

[7] Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Roylance over in 
view of Shen. 

I 

Regarding claim 6, Roylance meets the claim limitations as disclosed in claim 1 . 

Roylance does not explicitly disclose the following claim limitations: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image region selection modules configured to process 
selected image sub-partitions of shared application imagery, each of said different 
pluggable image region selection modules selecting and ordering processing of said 
selected image sub-partitions differently. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Shen discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

A plurality of different pluggable image region selection (i.e. 6, 7 and 8) modules 
configured to process selected image sub-partitions (Le. sub-bands) of shared 
application imagery, each of said different pluggable image region selection modules 
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(i.e. 6, 7 and 8) selecting and ordering processing (i.e. scan path) of said selected image 
sub-partitions differently (i.e. horizontal, vertical or^g-^ag) (figs. 5 and 7]. 
It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Roylance with Shen to use different scanning directions based on 
sub-bands, the motivation being to use less bits [col. 2, 11. 29-40]. 

Regarding claim 14, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claim 6. 

[8] Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable Roylance over in 
view of Jang et al. lv ("Jang"). 

Regarding claim 5, Roylance meets the claim limitations as disclosed in claim 1. 

Roylance does not explicidy disclose the following claim limitations: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image change detection modules configured to trigger 
image updates responsive to changes in portions of a shared application image. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Jang discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

A plurality of different pluggable image change detection (i.e. scene change) modules (i.e. 
1.1, 1.2 and 1.3) configured to trigger image updates responsive to changes in 
portions of a shared application image [page 841, col. 1, paras. 2 and 3; Sections 1.1, 1.2 
and 1.3]. 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Roylance with Jang to select among the different scene change 
algorithms, the motivation being that each algorithm as a trade off between speed and 
accuracy [page 842, col. 1, paras, 1 and 2; page 842, col. 2, para. 2J. 

Regarding claim 13, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 

r 

claim 5. 

[9] Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable De Queiroz over 
in view of Jang. 

Regarding claim 5, De Queiroz meets the claim limitations as disclosed in claim 1. 

De Queiroz does not explicitly disclose the following claim limitations: 

The system of claim 1, wherein said pluggable image processing modules comprises a 
plurality of different pluggable image change detection modules configured to trigger 
image updates responsive to changes in portions of a shared application image. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Jang discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

A plurality of different pluggable image change detection (Le. scene change) modules (i.e. 
1. 1, 1.2 and 1.3) configured to trigger image updates responsive to changes in 
portions of a shared application image [page 84 1, col. 1 y paras. 2 and 3; Sections 1. 1, 1.2 
and 1.3]. 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of De Queiroz with Jang to select among the different scene change 
algorithms, the motivation being that each algorithm as a trade off between speed and 
accuracy [page 842 y coL 1, paras. 1 and 2; page 842, col. 2, para. 2J. 

Regarding claim 13, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claim 5. 

Conclusion 

[10] Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 
[11] Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Mr. Sath V. Perungavoor whose telephone number is (571) 272-7455. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Mr. Matthew C. Bella whose telephone number is (571) 272-7778, can be reached on Monday to 
Friday from 9:00am to 5:00pm. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Dated: August 20, 2007 

MATTHEW C. BELLA 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 
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